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ABSTRACT 
 
Investigating the Impact of Utilities on Customer Attitude, Satisfaction, 
Intention and Loyalty in Sharing Economy:  
The Case of B2C Car Sharing in Korea and Japan 
 
 
By 
KO, Donghae 
 
Sharing Economy is widening the scope of its business models, but the related researches are 
still in its infancy. This study investigates utility factors which can effect on customer attitude, 
intention to use, satisfaction and loyalty in sharing economy by applying a modified utility model 
from previous studies. By dividing customers of B2C Car sharing service into two groups: Existing 
Users and Potential Users, this study explores similarities and difference between two groups. 
Furthermore, this study is a comparative study of B2C Car sharing of two countries: Korea and 
Japan. Research 1 examines B2C Car sharing in Korea while research 2 conducts a study on 
Japan’s case. Factor, regression, and ANOVA analyses are applied to figure out the relations above. 
The results demonstrate that what kind of utility factors are valid and significant role on building 
up customer attitude. What is more, the relationship between attitude and intention to use, expected 
satisfaction for potential users and the connection among attitude, satisfaction, loyalty for existing 
users revealed in the results. Lastly, this study provides policy, managerial implication for who 
concern car sharing service and theoretical implications for future studies.   
 
Key word: Sharing Economy, Car Sharing, Utility Factors, Customer Attitude, Customer Intention 
to use, Customer Satisfaction, Customer Loyalty  
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I.  Introduction 
 
Nowadays, the term of ‘Sharing Economy’ has been widespread all over the world. 
According to Desiree (2016), “Fast evolving cloud-computing platforms that enable new 
business models, combined with a rapid uptake in digital technologies by consumers and a 
change in consumer behavior and preferences have enabled the emergence of a so-called 
‘sharing economy’.” After success of ‘Uber’ which is car sharing company launched in 
United States, and Uber has become a symbol of sharing company. Lots of new start-ups have 
been started offering a variety kinds of sharing services and there was a new phrase: ‘Uber of 
everything’, or ‘the uberlification of the service economy’ (Desiree, 2016). After the term of 
‘Sharing Economy’ was first coined by Lessisg (2008), it was described as a new business 
models or platforms that root out traditional market, blur the boundaries of industry, and lead 
to maximize the use of scarce resources (Allen and Berg, 2014). Even though sharing 
economy business is still in initial stage, but its development is quite fast due to these reasons. 
Those companies which have a willing to join this new trend have to set off a new value 
creation.    
Why do people share? Motivation for participating in sharing economy will be 
different due to the diversity of sharing services. Some participants are attracted by novelty or 
new technologies of sharing economy, however, overall participants are influenced by 
economic, environmental, and social factors beyond novelty and new technologies (Schor, 
2014). One of prominent character of sharing economy is that it can gain in resource 
sustainability because it allows people to access the idle and underutilized resources (Allen 
and Berg, 2014). Many people who join sharing economy can get benefits and opportunists 
from sharing economy. Based on this contemplation, this study aims to find what kinds of 
utility factors effect on People’s attitude.   
Even though sharing economy business began in Europe and grew in North America 
initially, but sharing economy in Asian countries is rapidly emerging and shows high levels 
of growth. According to Nielsen’s survey (2014), Asia-Pacific respondents are most receptive 
to sharing idea: 78% of respondents are willing to share their own good and 81% of 
respondents are likely share from others. Among Asia-Pacific countries, South Korea (83%), 
Japan (80%), Australia (89%) and New Zealand (88%) are over 80% of internet penetration 
in this report (Neilson 2014). Rapid growth of the internet and smartphones’ penetration was 
regarded as one of drivers of sharing economy (NAIOP Research Foundation, 2015), this 
study is to deal with two countries: Korea and Japan which have high internet penetration rate 
based on this consideration.   
 
1.1 Development of Research Questions 
 
First of all, this study aims to investigate utility factors that can affect customers’ 
attitude. Secondly, this customer attitude also effects on customer intention, satisfaction, and 
loyalty. To get more understanding, the study attempts to classify benefits into three sections: 
economic benefit, social benefit and epidemic benefit, and its benefit include utilities factors 
which can be belonging to each benefit. By applying utility, satisfaction and loyalty theory in 
terms of car sharing service, the following research questions were brought up in this study. 
Furthermore, this research is not restricted to one country, but it tries to find out two countries’ 
similarity and differences. That leads to: 
In both countries, Korea and Japan  
R 1: How does the perception of utility factors – cost utility, transaction utility, storage utility, 
flexibility/ mobility utility, anti-industry utility, sustainability utility, social connectedness utility, 
moral utility, emotion utility and trust utility - in B2C car sharing service? 
R 2: How do benefits – economic benefit, social benefit and epidemic benefit - consist of 
utilities? 
R 3: How does economic benefit affect customer attitude in B2C car sharing service?  
R 4: How does social benefit affect customer attitude in B2C car sharing service? 
R 5: How does epidemic benefit affect customer attitude in B2C car sharing service? 
R 6: How does the customer attitude affect intention to use and satisfaction in B2C car sharing 
service? 
R 7: How does the customer intention to use affect expected satisfaction in B2C car sharing 
service? 
R 8: How does the customer satisfaction affect customer loyalty in B2C car sharing service? 
 
 As to customers in B2C car sharing service, this study inspects two kinds of customers: 
users who had an experience and non-users who has not been experienced in B2C car sharing 
service. Through the study for existing users, the research can approach customer attitude, 
satisfaction and loyalty, and at the same time the research can find out attitude, intention to use 
and expected satisfaction by examining into potential users.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
II. Literature Review   
 
 
2.1. Definition of Sharing Economy 
 
The term of ‘Sharing’ was given a definition by many researchers, because it lies on 
the ambiguity of the boundary. Price (1975) underlined that sharing is “the most universal 
form of human economic behavior, distinct from and more fundamental than reciprocity.” 
Belk (2007) developed its meaning and refer to sharing as “the act and process of distributing 
what is ours to others for their use and/or the act and process of receiving or taking something 
from others for our use”. Sharing in sharing economy could be defined by several perspectives. 
In this reason, ‘Sharing Economy’ also can be a broad and comprehensive concept, so that it is 
difficult to be labeled by an exact definition.  
The term of ‘Sharing Economy’ was first coined by Lessisg (2008) from his book 
“Remix: Making Art and Commerce Thrive in the Hybrid Economy.” Lessig(2008) also 
explains that sharing economy is the concept that contrary to commercial economy with a 
variety of characteristics like non-ownership, temporary access and redistribution. Gansky 
(2010) expounds sharing economy as ‘The Mesh Business’ and underlines the new business or 
phenomenon based on IT technologies like advanced web and mobile data networks to make 
new value by sharing with other people in community or market. Botsman and Rogers (2010) 
emphasized its consumption in sharing economy defined it as ‘Collaborative Consumption’, 
and this sharing economy heavily depends on new information and communication 
technologies, then make the consumption more accessible, flexible and easy to share. 
Sundararajan (2016) mentioned sharing economy is a new economy that people share their 
resources rather than possess it, and sharing economy is characterizes by five core contents : 
“It’s largely market based, puts underutilized capital to use, relies on crowd-based networks, 
and blurs the lines not just between the personal and the professional, but also between 
employment and casual work.” Matofska (2016), the chairman of the people who share, also 
mentioned that sharing economy is to make socio-economic ecosystem sharing personal and 
material resources, and it includes shared creation, production, distribution, exchange and 
consumption by different people and organizations.  
 
2.2. Sharing Economy in context  
 
Sharing economy is interchangeably named to several terms and inconsistently as 
synonyms: ‘Peer Economy (Botsman, 2013)’, ‘Collaborative Consumption (Botsman & Rogers, 
2010)’, ‘Collaborative Economy (Owyang, 2013)’, ‘Access-based Consumption (Bardhi & 
Eckhardt, 2012)’, ‘On-demand Economy (Jaconi, 2014)’, and ‘Circular Economy (Ghisellini, 
Cialani & Ulgiat, 2016)’. 
2.2.1. Peer Economy  
Person-to-person marketplaces that match sellers with buyers and further the sharing 
and direct trade of their goods based on peer trust (Botsman, 2013). Supply and demand can be 
matching by using peer-to-peer markets’ platform and this platform can offer auxiliary services 
such as ratings, insurances (Einav, Farronato & Levin, 2015).  
2.2.2. Collaborative Consumption  
A term of “Collaborative Consumption” was first defined by Felson and Spaeth 
(1978) and they refer to collaborative consumption is an affair that one or more persons 
consume economic resources by engaging in joint activities with other persons. Botsman and 
Rogers (2010) underlined ‘Collaborative Consumption’ as “an economic model on sharing, 
swapping, trading or renting products and services enabling access over ownership, reinventing 
not just what we consume but how we consume,”. That means it is not just a collaborating not 
just for consumption but for increasing production (Botsman & Rogers, 2010). Time (2011) 
also introduced ‘Collaborative Consumption: renting, lending and even sharing goods instead of 
buying them’ as an idea among 10 ideas that will change the world. After that, Belk (2014) 
refuted antecedent concept and proposed more conceptual definition: “people coordinating the 
acquainting and distribution of resource fee or other compensation,” 
2.2.3. Collaborative Economy 
Owyang (2013) emphasized the necessity of redefine market relationship between 
individuals and expounded it as “The Collaborative Economy is an economic model where 
ownership and access are shared between corporations, startups, and people. This results in 
market efficiencies that bear new production, services, and business growth.” 
2.2.4. Access-based Consumption 
The term ‘Access-based Consumption’ was defined by Bardhi and Eckhardt (2012) as 
“transactions that can be market mediated but where no transfer of ownership takes place” and 
differs from both ownership and sharing. Bardhi and Eckhardt(2012) tried to make a set of 
sharing economy and collaborative consumption’s motivation. A similar concept is to define 
sharing economy as “consumers (or firms) granting each other temporary access to their under-
utilized physical assets ("idle capacity"), possibly for money” (Frenken, Meelen, Arets & Glind, 
2015). 
2.2.5. On-demand economy 
Jaconi (2014) mentioned “The On-Demand Economy is defined as the economic 
activity created by technology companies that fulfill consumer demand via the immediate 
provisioning of goods and services.” Platforms matching freelances with consumers are 
referred to as the on-demand economy (The Economist, 2015).  
2.2.6. Circular economy 
Sharing economy can be an example of the circular economy, because under-utilized 
physical assets can be used in a better way (Ghisellini, Cialani & Ulgiat, 2016). Furthermore, 
in circular economy, people make more efficient resource utilization by using it as business 
models (Ghisellini, Cialani & Ulgiat, 2016). 
 
 
2.3. The Components of Sharing Economy  
 
2.3.1. Idle Capacity 
When Frenken, Meelen, Arets and Glind (2015) gave a definition as the sharing 
economy, ‘under-utilized physical assets (idle capacity)’ was mentioned. Benkler (2004) called 
idle capacity as “shareable goods which are sufficient to make social sharing and exchange of 
material goods feasible as a sustainable social practice”.  
2.3.2. Platforms 
         OECD(2015) analyzed that online platforms facilitate “interaction and (re-
)intermediate transactions, partly or fully online, by matching demand and supply of goods (e-
commerce), services and information (search, social networks, content)”.  
The report from PriceWaterhouseCoopers (PwC) customers can have access to tangible and 
intangible assets without having ownership by using digital platforms (Vaughan & 
Hawksworth, 2014). 
2.3.3. Peer Activity  
In Sharing Economy, ‘the historical links between the sharing platforms and 
activity’ is quite important(Benkler, 2004). Benkler (2006) gave an example of ‘peer produced 
content’ such as Wikipedia and citizen science (which is produced by enormous volume of 
peers). 
 
 
 
2.4. The Drivers of Sharing Economy  
2.4.1. Rapid growth of the Internet and Smartphones’ Penetration 
The Internet and smart phones can be one of the major drivers for rising share 
economy. “The Internet has revolutionized economic thinking and practice. Mobile access, via 
smartphones and tablets, makes sharing via the Internet convenient, expedient and easy. The 
proliferation of Internet use and mobile access across North American homes has brought about 
social networks that help to facilitate peer-to-peer (P2P) and peer-to-business (P2B) 
transactions.” (NAIOP Research Foundation, 2015) According to The next web (2017), Internet 
has increased by 82%, almost 1.7 billion people for recent 5 years, and the use of mobile 
connections has grown by 2.2 billion.   
 
Figure 1. Worldwide User Numbers (2012 Jan) 
 
Source : The incredible growth of the internet over the past five years (2017, June 15th the next web)  
 
Figure 2. Global Digital Snapshot (2017 Jan) 
 
Source : The incredible growth of the internet over the past five years (2017, June 15th the next web)  
 
2.4.2. Technology Development  
The new platforms by innovative technologies make people easy to take part in 
sharing economy. Even though the goods are common, market platforms that allow peer-to-
peer communication and this communication can be mediating people from all over the world 
digitally (Entreprenörskapsforum, 2015). Cohen & Kietzmann (2014) underlined one of the 
drivers for the success of sharing models is ‘the ubiquity of Internet and associated information 
and communication technologies which make sharing possible at scale’.       
2.4.3. The Change of a Paradigm for assets and consumption  
After the financial crisis in 2008, people’s thinking about assets consumption began 
to change. Garcia (2013) argues that people tire of buying stuff and wants to use it without 
ownership. “Whereas the crisis has led many people to seek alternative sources of employment 
and income, the Sharing Economy enables individuals to make money on their tangible and 
intangible assets that previously sat idle.” (Entreprenörskapsforum, 2015).  
 
2.5. The Category of Sharing Economy 
 2.5.1. Conceptual Mapping of Sharing Economy  
Figure 3. Conceptual Matrix of Sharing Economy 
                                        P2P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
NFP                                                           FP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                        B2C 
Source : Codagnene and Martens (2016) 
 
 According to Codagnone and Martens (2016) for ‘Scoping the Sharing Economy’, 
sharing economy can be divided into four areas by using the 2-dimensional matrix above: the 
first dimension of the matrix points out for-profit(FP) and not-for-profit(NFP), and the second 
dimension classify sharing economy into the peer-to-peer (P2P) and the business-to-customer 
(B2C). 
 2.5.2. Three types of Sharing Economy  
Botsman and Rogers (2010) identifies three types of sharing economy: Product 
service systems, Redistribution markets, and Collaborative lifestyle. 
True 
‘Sharing’  
(1) 
Commercial 
P2P ‘sharing’  
(2) 
Commercial 
B2C (4) 
‘Empty set’ 
 (3) 
Table 1. Types of Sharing Economy (Summarized from Botsman & Rogers, (2010); Kim, Ji and Kang(2014) )  
Overview Sharing resource Case 
Product Service 
System 
 
- Companies who have goods and services are able to offer them 
rather than sell them as products.  
- Individuals who have goods privately can share or rent it peer-
to-peer.  
- This can make people’s mindset of usage change: They want to 
get the benefits from a product, but they don’t need to possess it. 
Sharing car, bicycle etc.  Zipcar, Car2go, Socar, 
Greencar 
Open source software 
(OSS), Cloud computing 
service, or SaaS 
(Software as a Service) 
Linux, Dropbox, 
Saleforce.com, Amazon 
web service, Naver cloud, 
etc.  
Redistribution 
Markets 
 
- Goods can be offered without cost in some markets such as 
‘Freecycle’ and ‘Kashless’. 
- The goods may be swapped or sold for cash.  
- This can be divided into different operation market, but any 
type of redistribution markets can reduce trash of goods and 
consumption of resources to make new products. As time by 
redistribute can be the fifth R- “Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, and 
Repair’, and it can be a form for sustainable commerce.   
Swapping or 
redistributing goods in 
open marketplaces 
including flea market 
eBay, Auction, Gmarket, 
etc.  
Collaborative 
Lifestyle 
 
- People who has similar needs or interests are gathering to share 
and exchange their time, space, skills, and money.  
- It can be happened on a global scale as well, by a development 
of information and communication through internet.  
- This type needs to high reliability because it is focused on 
social relations between peer to peer. That is why collaborative 
lifestyle makes a variety of relationships and social networking.   
Sharing houses and 
spare rooms, and other 
idle capacities such as 
working spaces, parking 
lots, experience, and 
money 
Airbnb, Kozaza, 
TaskRabbit, 
Albachunckuk, Zopa, 
Kickstarter, Quirky, etc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.6. The Business Models of Sharing Economy 
 
Figure 4. The Business Models of Sharing Economy 
 
 
 
Source: Sharing Economy (2017, June 15th Business Model Toobox) 
 
 Firgure 4 shows the business models of sharing economy, platforms allow owners 
and seekers access to market easily, and it can gain profit during this process.
 
    III. Car Sharing in Sharing Economy  
 
3.1. Car Sharing  
These days, car sharing has become a new transportation trend and has experienced a 
highly growth in the world. Furthermore, this trend can find easily especially in metropolitan 
areas where lots of population living. De Luca and Di Pace(2015) emphasis the importance of 
car sharing as a new transportation trend that makes access to cars by participating sharing 
systems. Shaheen and Cohen(2007) forecasted car sharing’s continued growth, particularly in 
new and emerging markets. Firnkorn and Muller(2011) also underlined the great potential of 
car sharing as a new service which has business opportunities. 
 
3.2. Definition of Car Sharing  
Car sharing has operated in plenty of different forms in the world. That is why there is no 
standard for the terminology of car sharing. While there is no one definition, car sharing has 
general characteristics throughout most of the world. According to Le Vine, Zolfagharl and 
Polak’s study (2014), car sharing is defined as follows; If the user pass through a pre-
qualification process already, and is then able to access the service without facing the staff; 
Keyless access is typically; The end user may be making use of the vehicle on a personal basis, 
or on behalf of an employer (sometimes called corporate car sharing); Usage is billed in time 
increments of minutes or hours, and sometimes also on the basis of distance travelled. ; There 
may be a one-time sign-up fee or an annual subscription fee, in addition to time-based and/or 
distance-based charges. ; Usage is in some cases spontaneous and in others reserved in advance ; 
The vehicles are typically available from distributed locations across a service area, in contrast to 
traditional car hire in which vehicles are accessible only from a small number of storefront or 
airport locations. ; Servicing/cleaning is done by the operator’s staff on an occasional basis, 
rather than after each usage.  
Millard-Ball, Murray, Schure and Fox (2005) described the term of car sharing as “open-
accessed shared vehicle programs, was intended for occasional trips where a car is needed; 
station cars for commuters to drive to work from the transit station and systems.” By using car 
sharing system, users rent a car for a short period of time to drive or move to a place. In the 
traditional way, car owners have property rights for their cars, and they also hold all the 
responsibility for paying a bill, maintaining, driving, and covering with insurance. However, car 
sharing makes ownership structure decentralized. Users buy the right of driving during the time 
of needs, and service providers are dealing with car maintenance and insurance.  
 
 
 
 
 
 Table 2. Definitions of Car Sharing by Countries (Summarized from Millard-Ball, Murray, Schure and Fox (2005); Britton (2000)) 
Country Organization Definition 
U.S.A.  State of Washington  A membership program intended to offer an alternative to car ownership under which persons or entities that become 
members are permitted to use vehicles from a fleet on an hourly basis. 
State of Oregon A program in which drivers pay to become members in order to have joint access to a fleet of cars from a common 
parking area on an hourly basis. It does not include operations conducted by a car rental agency. 
District of Columbia Car-sharing vehicle – any vehicle available to multiple users who are required to join a membership organization in 
order to reserve and use such vehicle, for which they are charged based on actual use as determined by time and/or 
mileage. 
State of Minnesota 
(Pending 
Legislation). Note that 
this only includes 501(c) 
nonprofit operators. 
A “carsharing organization” means an organization that: 
(1) is described in section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code; 
(2) is comprised of members who purchase the use of a motor vehicle from the organization; 
(3) owns or leases a fleet of motor vehicles that are available to members of the organization to pay 
for the use of a vehicle on an hourly or per trip basis; and 
(4) does not assign exclusive rights of use of specific vehicles to individual members or allow individual members 
to keep a vehicle in the member’s sole possession. 
Carsharing 
Portland 
Car sharing is an alternative to individual car ownership for people who don't need to drive every day. It is based on 
joint access to a fleet of vehicles, located throughout neighborhoods, close to your home or work. You pay for the 
hours and miles you drive. Insurance, gasoline and maintenance are included in the rates. When you want to use a 
car, you simply make a phone call to reserve a car for immediate or future use. To use the car, simply walk or bike 
to the location, typically 3 to 5 blocks away, use your access key and drive away. At the end of your trip, return the 
car, lock it up and you're done. You pay only for what you use. 
Canada City of Toronto Carsharing is the practice where a number of people share the use of one or more cars that are owned by a profit or non-
profit carsharing organization. To use a vehicle a person must meet the membership requirements of the carsharing 
organization, including the payment of a membership fee that may or may not be refundable. Cars are reserved in 
advance and fees for use are normally based on time and miles driven. Carsharing organizations are typically 
residentially based with cars parked for convenient access within the area of the membership served by the 
organization. 
Belgium Belgium (Draft) Car vehicles put at the disposal of members against payment for a limited duration of use according to contractual 
conditions determined by [the car-sharing organization], to the exclusion of car rental and leasing. 
Sweden Swedish National Road 
Administration 
Car-sharing means that a number of persons share the use of one or more cars. Use of a car is booked beforehand, 
the user paying a fee based on the distance driven and the length of time the car was made use of. 
Although this is similar in some ways to traditional car rental, it differs in the possibility it provides of booking a car 
for short periods of time and in the rental agreement being made for an extended period of time, rather than each 
time a car is used. In addition, each household has its own set of keys, and cars are placed in the vicinity of where 
members live. In the case of company car-sharing, the keys and the cars are being readily available at the place of 
work. “Key” is here equal to smartcard or similarities. 
3.3. Development of Car Sharing 
  3.3.1 The Beginning of Car Sharing in Europe 
Millard-Ball, Murray, Schure and Fox (2005) mentioned the beginning of car sharing 
programs was from Europe. The roots of car sharing program can be checked in 1940s, the 
“Sefage”(Selbstfahrergemeinschaft) program designed by a housing cooperative was initiated in 
Zurich, Switzerland, in 1948 (Harms and Truffer, 1998). Shaheen, Sperling and Wagner (1998) 
analyzed that one of the earliest car sharing program mainly caused by economic problems; 
People who could not buy a car shared one. After failed to attempting a series of pubic car 
experiments, following European programs has appeared: “Procotip” in Montepellier, France, 
1971; Witkar in Amstedam in 1973 (Shaheen, Speling, and Wagner, 1998) “Green cars” in 
Britain in the late 1970s; and “Bilpoolen” in Lund, established in 1976, “Vivalla Bill” in Örebro, 
Sweden, in 1983 ; “bilkooperativ” in Gothenburg, 1985 to 1990 (Shaheen & Cohen, 2007).  
The more successful car-sharing programs were started from Switzerland and 
Germany, tracing back as the late 1980s: two independent corporations are “Mobility Car 
Sharing Switzerland” which begun in 1987, and “Stadtauto Drive” which started in 1988 
(Shaheen, Speling, and Wagner, 1998). According to Shaheen, Speling, and Wagner’s study 
(1998), these two corporations are understood as ‘modern pioneers of car sharing’.  
 
3.3.2. The History of Car Sharing in North America  
Car sharing in North America started in the 1980s: Mobility Enterprise – a Purdue 
University research program in West Lafayette, Indiana, from 1983 to 1986, Short-Term Auto 
Rental Service (STAR) was demonstrated in from 1983 to 1985 by a private company (Millard- 
Ball, Murray, Schure and Fox, 2005). 
Comparing with Europe, car sharing service in North America was relative latecomer: In 
Canada’s case, Auto-Com began its operation in Quebec City in 1994; In United States, 
Boulder CarShare Cooperative was started in Boulder, Colorado, in 1997 and Dancing Rabbit 
Vehicle Cooperative (DRVC) in Rutledge, Missouri, was launched in 1997 as well (Shaheen, 
Speling, and Wagner, 1998). CarSharing Portland was recognized that the first large-scale car 
sharing program in United States launched its business in 1998 (Millard- Ball, Murray, Schure 
and Fox, 2005). 
 
3.3.3. Recent Development of Car Sharing in Asia  
Two automobile manufactures of Singapore and Japan started car sharing program 
in 1997; NTUC INCOME car co-operative Limited (Car Coop) tried to its first test of car sharing 
program at the Toh Yi estate in Singapore and ‘the Intelligent Community Vehicle System’(ICVS) 
was started in Japan by Honda Motor Company (Shaheen, Speling, and Wagner, 1998).   
 
3.4. The Category of Car Sharing  
Car sharing program has a variety of different business and operational models in the 
world. According to Fantola, Olivo, Devoto and Lloente’s study (2017) and Ciari, Bock and 
Balmer’s study (2014), car sharing can be divided into three ways: “traditional car sharing”, “one-
way car sharing” and “free-floating car sharing”. 
In Traditional car sharing way, the customers book the use of a vehicle at a pre-
arranged time and from a designated pick-up station and return the vehicle to the same area after 
finishing the appointed period (Fantola, Olivo, Devoto and Lloente, 2017). 
“One-way car sharing” is more attractive and flexible because the customer may choose 
different pick-up and drop-off stations (Nourinejad and Roorda, 2014). These days, one-way car 
sharing also offer the additional option which the customers can select the stations within a 
determined area while the customers use the vehicle: called “modified one-way car sharing” 
(Fantola, Olivo, Devoto and Lloente, 2017).  
At last, free-floating car sharing can be seen in large urban areas, the customers can 
choose cars directly without any booking or time limitation, from any of the stations within the 
urban area (Ciari, Bock and Balmer, 2014). 
Following the business model to categorize car sharing, it can be categorized in two 
groups. First, the B2C business models of car sharing is that a corporation operates a service by 
providing acquired vehicles in a city, and the objective of service is to maximize profits while 
supporting sustainable mobility (Cohen & Kietzmann, 2014). Second, the P2P Car sharing is 
“some form of intermediation using web and/or mobile technology to connect owners (i.e., 
private individualists, not firms) of sub-optimized products with potential drivers” (Cohen & 
Kietzmann, 2014). 
 
3.5. Car Sharing Growth  
 
3.5.1. Worldwide Car Sharing Growth 
 
Car sharing service has been a significant phenomenon in recent years, starting 
from Europe to North America, and across to Asia. According to the research by Shaheen and 
Cohen (2016), the number of countries participating in business to consumer car sharing has 
increased steadily. The number of car sharing users became from 0.35 million in 2006 to 4.94 
million in 2014 in the world, thus the leading continents such as Europe and North America 
increased a lot, but also the number of car sharing users in Asia increased rapidly at the same 
time (Frost and Sullivan, 2014). 
According to Navigant Research (2016), global car sharing services revenues will 
become $1.1 billion in 2015 to $6.5 billion in 2024. And Navigant Research (2016) underlined, 
“Total global membership in car sharing programs is expected to reach 23.4 million by 2024, and 
much of the industry’s growth will be in the Asia Pacific region, which is still in an earlier stage 
of the car sharing market than Europe and North America, which are both expected to continue to 
see growth in demand for car sharing services.” 
 
       3.5.2. Car sharing Growth in Japan  
Since 2015, the five major companies: Times Car Plus, Orix car share, Careco car 
sharing club, Karisteko and Earth car - have influenced in Japanese B2C car sharing market 
according to Sharing economy lab (2017). The total number of vehicles of these five major 
companies is 18,115 units, and among them ‘Times Car Plus’ is the leader of B2C car sharing 
market, which accounts for more than 14,000 units. (Sharing economy lab, 2017)  
From the report by Yano Research Institute (2015), the car sharing market in 2014 
based on the amount paid by the users achieved 15.4 billion yen, up by 45.3% of the size of the 
preceding year due to rising number of car-sharing stations and vehicles, diversifying the service 
foundations.  
Table 3. Car Sharing Growth in Japan 
(Hundred million yen) 
Year 2012 2013 2014 2015 2020 
Market Size 70 106 154 202 295 
Source : Yano Research Institute (2015) 
Yano Research Institute (2015) also expected Car Sharing Market in Japan will get 
29.5 billion yen based on the amount paid in 2020, and be increasing the user members as following 
the growing numbers of stations in the metropolitan areas.   
Since 1999, the Japanese Ministry of Construction has begun to promote car 
sharing programs by supporting the car sharing systems such as ‘ITS Mobility system’ in Osaka, 
‘Tourist Electric Vehicle System’ in Kobe, and ‘Eco-Park & Ride’ in Ebina (Jung, 2014). The 
Japanese Association of Electronic Technology for Automobile Traffic and Driving also 
supported the introduction of car sharing systems: ‘EV-Car Sharing’ in Inagi and ‘MM21’ IN 
Yokohama (Barth,  Fukuda, Fukada, Shaheen, 2006).   
 3.5.3. Car sharing Growth in Korea 
          In Korea, two B2C car sharing companies (Socar and Green Car) are leading the 
B2C car sharing market. SoCar was launched its business in 2011, and it is growing fast: as of 
January 2017, the number of users is over 2.9 million and the number of car sharing locations 
about 3,100 places in 81cities from the company report by SoCar (2017). Green Car was also 
launched in 2011, the number of car sharing vehicles is around 5,900 units and the number of car 
sharing locations about 2,700 places. (Green Car,2017)   
Car sharing market in Korea has increased almost two times every year since 2011 
(Kim, Park and Ko, 2015). Stepping with global trends, Korea’s car sharing market is expected to 
grow quickly.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IV. Theoretical Background  
 
       4.1. Social Exchange and Trust Perspective of Sharing Economy 
Social Exchange Theory is a sociological theory and it is a tool to analysis people’s 
social behavior in terms the exchange of resources. Blau (1964) gave a definition social exchange 
as ‘voluntary actions of individuals that are motivated by the returns they are expected to bring 
and typically do in fact bring from others’. Dyer and Chu (2011) mentioned trust is the 
fundamental principle of social exchange and the core of interpersonal and inter-organizational 
relationships. Trust is an expectation based on three related components: reliability, fairness, and 
good will (Krishnan, Martin and Noorderhaven, 2006). According to Shaheen, Mallery, and 
Kingsley’s study (2012), fear of sharing personal assets is one of the primary barriers to the 
adoption of peer-to-peer sharing services. Also Shaheen, Mallery, and Kingsley (2012) 
mentioned lack of trust indicated as a main reason for not converting their individual vehicles to 
shared vehicles  
 
4.2. Theory of reasoned action and Planned Behavior  
The theory of reasoned action by Fishbein and Ajzen is regarded one of highly 
influential theories to explain person’s behavior. According to Fishbein and Aizen’s theory 
(1975), a person’s attitude toward behavior and subjective norm affect behavioral intention, 
furthermore the intention leads to actual behavior.  
Fishbein and Ajzen (1980) indicated intention as “most behaviors of social 
relevance are under volitional control and are thus predictable from intentions”. Aizen (1991) 
argued that behavioral intention reflects person’s willingness and motivation from the behavior. 
Moreover, the theory of reasoned action explains the full of willingness only plays the decisive 
role in person’s behavior, but it has the limitation to explain the actual life because it does not 
consider the uncertainty beyond the person’s willingness (Ajzen, 1991). That is why Aizen 
(1991) extended the Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein and Aizen 1975) to the Theory of 
Planned Behavior, which reflects utilized studies of understanding human behavior. And this 
theory has been applied at a wide range of studies which deal with the effectiveness in 
predicting intention and behavior. (Cooke and French 2008). 
 
Figure 5. The Theory of Reasoned Action adapted from Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
Ajzen (1991) added perceived behavior control to the theory of planned behavior, 
this concept can measure the degree to person can take control when performing a certain 
behavior. Kumar (2012) also mentioned it perceived behavior control is the degree of a 
person’s perception on the performance of behavior.  
 
Figure 6. The Theory of Planned Behavior adapted from Ajzen (1991) 
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 Conner and Armitage (1998) regarded the theory of planned behavior as a theory 
that takes the person’s intention when performing a certain behavior into consideration and 
predicts person’s behavior intention based on the attitude toward behavior, subjective norms, 
and perceived behavioral control. 
 
  4.3. Satisfaction and Loyalty Theories 
 
Consumer Satisfaction has been an important concept in marketing area and is strongly 
connected with consumer intention (Oliver and Swan 1989). Oliver (1997) regarded consumer 
satisfaction as “the consumer’s fulfillment response”, that can be “a pleasurable level of 
consumption-related fulfillment including levels of under or over-fulfillment.” Whereas, Fornell 
(1992) defined it “an overall post purchase evaluation” by focusing on “post purchase perceived 
product performance compared with pre-purchase expectations”. 
Kotler (2010) gave a definition as “Loyalty is a deeply held commitment to re-buy or 
re-patronize a preferred product or service in the future despite situational influences and marketing 
efforts having the potential to cause switching behavior”. 
 
4.4. Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), Creating Shared Values (CSV) and 
Integrated Value Creation (IVC) 
 
         Corporate social Resposibility (CSR) is defined as “management of stakeholder 
concern for responsible and irresponsible acts related to environmental, ethical and social 
phenomena in a way that creates corporate benefit” (Vaaland, Heide, and Gronhaug, 2008). 
Porter and Kramer (1999) first identified the concept, Creating Shared Values (CSV). 
The early stage of CSV, focusing on creating the social value, is more likely to be adopted in 
nonprofit organizations (Porter and Kramer, 1999). Since 2006, CSV has been developed to the 
new concept, Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as a consequence that corporate 
philanthropy value for creating social value, including the private sectors (Porter and Kramer, 
2011). CSR is one of the corporate’s core business strategy of “social” starting to be adapted to 
corporations (Kotler and Lee, 2005). 
 
According to Porter and Kramer (1999), CSV was defined “policies and operating 
practices that enhance the competitiveness of a company while simultaneously advancing the 
economic and social conditions in the communities in which it operates”. Porter and Kramer 
(1999) claimed that CSV can be as a new conception of capitalism, playing a role as a powerful 
driver of economic growth and balance between business and society. 
Integrated Value Creation (IVC) combines many ideas such as CSR, corporate 
sustainability, and CSV (Visser and Kymal, 2015). IVC can be standards which deal with the 
social, ethical, and environmental responsibilities of business (Visser and Kymal, 2015). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
V. Research model and Hypothesis Development  
 
 5.1. Research Model 
Previously, Hennig-Thurau, Henning, & Sattler’s (2007) study of electronic file sharing 
illegally is based on a rational utility framework to understand the consumers’ behavior sharing 
versus ownership. Lamberton and Rose (2012) emphasized on utility as “to understand the overall 
value of a sharing proposition, it is important to identify various sources of utility”. 
This study proposes a research model to explain customers’ attitude of participating in 
car sharing service based on the benefits which consumer can gain from the car sharing 
service. The benefits are categorized as economic benefit, social benefit and epidemic benefit 
based on the utilities factors(cost utility, transaction utility, storage utility, flexibility/mobility 
utility, anti-industry utility, sustainability utility, social connectedness utility, moral utility, 
emotion utility, trust utility). Among utilities, transaction utility, storage utility, flexibility/ 
mobility utility, anti-industry utility, social connectedness utility and  moral utility be closely 
connected with Lamberton and Rose’s study (2012), and this study goes one step further by 
adding extended utility such as cost utility, sustainability utility, emotion utility and trust 
utility. Furthermore, customers’ attitude can affect potential customers who have an intention 
to use car sharing service and expected satisfaction; satisfaction and royalty of current 
customers who have an experience car sharing service.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Figure 7. Research Model of Benefits (Utility), Attitude, Satisfaction & Loyalty 
 (Modified from Lamberton and Rose (2012), Hennig-Thurau, Henning, & Sattler (2007)) 
 
 
                          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                  
 
 
5.2. Hypothesis Development  
 
5.2.1 Effects of Economic benefit on Customer Attitude 
According to Kim, Yoon and Zo (2015)’s study refers that ‘sharing economy is definitely 
competitive in quantifiable economic benefit, providing improved use of assets’.  
In this research, economic benefit consists of three utility factors (cost utility, transaction 
utility, storage utility). Firstly, for users of car sharing service, the saving of money (e.g. fixed costs, 
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maintenance, gas and parking fees) can be considered as the primary motivation (Seign & 
Bogenberger, 2012). Sacks (2011) described sharing system can be preferred because customers try 
to find products that have most valuable benefit at the lowest cost. Lamberton and Rose (2012) also 
bring the idea of costs to understand customer’s propensity about sharing. Thaler (2008) mentioned 
that individuals evaluate transactions when purchasing the products and that transaction utility 
depends on ‘the perceived merits of the deal’. Lamberton and Rose (2012) explain storage utility as 
“product storage advantages obtained through sharing products”. For instance, storage is not 
customer’s responsibility in car sharing system, so customer can use that space for other purposes.  
In both countries: Korea and Japan, having own car is not cheap. That is why 
economic benefits include cost, transaction and storage will be significant factor to understand using 
of car sharing service. Especially, in Japan’s case, storage utility can affect more than Korea because 
individuals have to verify a parking space when purchasing a car. A parking space certificate (shako 
shomeisho) is mostly required except specific reasons such as residents in rural area (Fedak, 2005). 
Therefore, this leads to the following hypotheses:   
H1a: Higher levels of cost utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H1b: Higher levels of transaction utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H1c: Higher levels of storage utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H1d: Higher levels of cost utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
H1e: Higher levels of transaction utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
H1f: Higher levels of storage utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
 
5.2.2. Effects of Social benefit on Customer Attitude  
Schor and Fitzmaurice (2014) mentioned social benefit is one of the motivations to 
participate in the sharing economy. In this research, social benefit consists of four utility factors 
(flexibility/ mobility utility, anti-industry utility, sustainability utility, social connectedness utility). 
Lamberton & Rose (2012) amplified flexibility utility by giving an example: Zipcars in car sharing 
service because vehicles can be accessed in many cities. Hennig-Thurau, Henning and Sattler(2007) 
called it mobility utility which is similar to flexibility utility while explaining “consumer file 
sharing”. Anti-industry utility was mentioned “psychological gains derived from a decision that 
denies support of the traditional ownership market” (Lamberton & Rose, 2012). Habibi, Kim and 
Laroche (2016) also dealt with anti-industry utility: participating in sharing programs may affect 
some traditional sectors or not. Heinrichs (2013) regards sharing economy as a potential new 
pathway to sustainability. Moreover, Mont(2004) argued car sharing may reduce environmental 
negative effects by reducing the driving times and avoiding the excessive use of the vehicles. Lastly, 
for social connectedness utility, users of sharing systems expect to satisfy the desire to increase 
social connections (Schor and Fitzmaurice 2014).  
For social benefit, Korea and Japan, both countries share similar social recognition from 
traditional thoughts. However, car sharing service in Japan is more well-connected with public 
transportation than Korea’s one, so flexibility/ mobility utility will be stronger in Japan.  
This leads to the following hypothesis: 
H2a: Higher levels of mobility utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H2b: Higher levels of anti-industry utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H2c: Higher levels of sustainability utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H2d: Higher levels of social connectedness utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in 
Korea. 
H2e: Higher levels of mobility utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
H2f: Higher levels of anti-industry utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
H2g: Higher levels of sustainability utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
H2h: Higher levels of social connectedness utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in 
Japan. 
5.2.3. Effects of Epistemic benefit on Customer Attitude  
Kim, Yoon and Zo (2015) defined epistemic benefit is one of benefits of sharing 
economy. The current sharing economy is different comparing the previous one because high 
cultural capital consumers are spontaneous to share rather than sharing out of necessity (Schor and 
Fitzmaurice, 2014).  
In this research, epistemic benefit consists of three utility factors (moral utility, emotion 
utility, trust utility). Lamberton & Rose (2012) mentioned “consumers may also derive moral utility 
from sharing rather owning a product”. According to Kim, Yoon and Zo’s study (2015), Airbnb is 
an example of sharing economy to explain epistemic benefit, the reason why consumers use sharing 
accommodation like Airbnb can be considered that “the general travel purpose is to fulfil the desire 
for new experiences.” This concept is connected with emotion utility, because consumers sometimes 
want to escape the routine life. Lastly, trust utility is regarded one of the significant factor, which is 
emerging as new currency in sharing economy. (The Nielsen Company, 2014). 
People in both countries, Korean and Japanese do care about moral and trust in a society. 
Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
H3a: Higher levels of moral utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H3b: Higher levels of emotion utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H3c: Higher levels of trust utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Korea. 
H3d: Higher levels of moral utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan 
H3e: Higher levels of emotion utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
H3f: Higher levels of trust utility affect consumer attitude in car sharing service in Japan. 
 
5.2.4. Effects of Attitude on Intention, Satisfaction and Loyalty 
Harris and Goode (2004) explained “Affective loyalty reflects a favorable attitude or 
liking based on satisfied usage”. Oliver (1997) also described customer loyalty as the commitment 
of the customer to rebuy or reuse the product or service in the future.  
H4: Positive consumer attitude toward car sharing service positively affect higher levels of 
intention to use car sharing service. 
H5: Positive consumer attitude toward car sharing service positively affect higher levels of 
satisfaction of car sharing service. 
H6: Higher levels of intention to use car sharing service affect higher levels of expected satisfaction 
of car sharing service.  
H7: Higher levels of satisfaction of car sharing service are related to higher level of consumer 
loyalty in car sharing service. 
 
 
 
 
VI. Methodology 
 
6.1. Data Collection 
 
This study investigated benefits from the car sharing service by measuring utility. 
Furthermore, this benefits effect on consumer’s attitude that can lead to intention to use, expected 
satisfaction from potential users and satisfaction, loyalty from existing users. Data for this study 
were collected on an online survey which was developed based on the hypothesis. This survey also 
included questions for demographic factors such as gender, age, education, income, work and 
living location and so on.  
This study examined by multi-item scales to measure each of the constructs that served as 
the basis for the questionnaire item by a 7-point Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree and 7 = 
strongly agree, based on scales from previous studies (Cho, 2013). 
This study is a comparative study of B2C car sharing service of two countries: Korea and 
Japan.  
 
6.2. Data Analysis  
 
6.2.1. Demographics: B2C(Business to Consumer) Car Sharing Service in Korea. 
 
Of the 125 respondents, 31% were users who already had an experience on B2C 
car sharing service, 69% were non-user who have not been experienced on B2C car sharing 
service.  
Among the 39 respondents from user group, 59% were male and 41% were female. 
According to the ages, 25-39 years old are main respondents; these groups occupied more 
than 90%.  
 
 
Table 4. Survey Demographic Variables in Korea 
B2C Car Sharing Service in Korea 
Variable Specification User 
(N=39) 
Non user 
(N=86) 
Gender Male 59.0% 64.0% 
Female 41.0% 36.0% 
Married Married 38.5% 47.7% 
Unmarried 61.5% 52.3% 
Age Under 19 - - 
20-24 
 
2.6% 
 
1.2% 
 25-29 
 
23.1% 
 
9.3% 
 30-34 
 
46.2% 
 
43.0% 
 35-39 
 
25.6% 33.7% 
 40-44 
 
2.6% 
 
7.0% 
 45-49 
 
- 
 
3.5% 
 50-54 
 
- 2.3% 
 Education Under high school Associate 5.1% 
 
5.8% 
 A university graduate  76.9% 
 
65.1% 
 Master degree or more 17.9% 
 
29.1% 
 Occupation Student 
 
  7.7% 
 
2.3% 
 Employed 
 
51.3% 
 
46.5% 
 Public servant  
 
7.7% 
 
14.0% 
 Self-employed 
 
2.6% 
 
8.1% 
 etc. 30.8% 
 
29.1% 
 Income n/c 
 
7.7% 
 
7.0% 
$10,000 or under 
 
2.6% 
 
   5.8% 
$10,001-$20,000 
 
10.3% 
 
   3.5% 
$20,001-$30,000 
 
12.8% 
 
  14.0% 
$30,001-$40,000 
 
15.4% 
 
  20.9%  
$40,001-$50,000 
 
20.5% 
 
16.3% 
$50,001-$60,000 
 
10.3% 
 
12.8% 
$60,001-$70,000 
 
7.7% 
 
10.5% 
$70,001-$80,000 
 
10.3% 
 
4.7% 
$80,001 or more 
 
2.6% 
 
4.7% 
Region Seoul 53.8% 
 
58.00% 
 Incheon,Gyeong-gi  
 
33.3% 
 
24.40% 
 Chung-cheong  
 
2.6% 
 
12.60% 
 Gyeong-sang  
 
7.7% 3.80% 
 Junl-la 
 
2.6% 
 
1.30% 
 Jeju - - 
 
Of the 86 respondents from un-user group, 64% were male and 36% were female. 
With regards to the ages, 30-34 years old is a main group of the respondents, but its range is 
quite spread on all age’s group comparing the user group.   
 
6.2.2. Research 1: B2C(Business-to-Customer) Car Sharing Service in Korea. 
 
 Research 1 studies the utility factors which can effect on customers attitude. That attitude 
formed from the utilities influences customers on satisfaction, loyalty from the existing users and 
intention to use, expected satisfaction from the potential users.  
 Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each major construct to test reliability for each 
multi-item scale. First of all, for users in Korea, Cronbach’s alpha were 0.73 for cost utility, 0.86 
for transaction utility, 0.88 for storage utility, 0.91 for flexibility/ mobility utility, 0.84 for anti-
industry utility, 0.75 for sustainability utility, 0.59 for social connectedness utility, 0.81 for moral 
utility, 0.70 for emotion utility, and 0.58 for trust utility. Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.93 for 
attitude, 0.96 for satisfaction and 0.94 for loyalty. Secondly, for non-users in Korea, Cronbach’s 
alpha were 0.77 for cost utility, 0.87 for transaction utility, 0.92 for storage utility, 0.92 for 
flexibility/ mobility utility, 0.87 for anti-industry utility, 0.92 for sustainability utility, 0.81 for 
social connectedness utility, 0.58 for moral utility, 0.92 for emotion utility, and 0.67 for trust 
utility.  
The research applied factor analysis to check up validity of major constructs - the utility 
factors, attitude, satisfaction, loyalty, intention to use and expected satisfaction. The main analysis 
methods are principal components analyses as the extraction method and Varimax rotation methods 
with Kaiser Normalization. The most relevant data emerged and sorted by size.  The results of 
factor analyses demonstrate that successfully represented the major constructs, with Eigen values 
greater than 1.00 which provides. Table 5 summarized the result of factor analysis for utilities.  
 
 
 
Table 5. Component Matrix: Utility Dimension for B2C car sharing service (Existing Users in Korea)  
B2C car sharing service existing users in Korea  
Items Components 
Factors Scale Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
COST 
1 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
owning my own car because I 
don’t need to pay a bill such as 
Maintenance fee, Insurance, Oil 
and so on. 
.788   
       
COST 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
rent-a car service. 
.788   
       
TRAN 
2 
I think that car sharing service 
is worth to use.  .884  
       
TRAN 
4 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is easy to access 
everywhere. 
 .857  
       
TRAN 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my time in many different 
ways because I don’t need to 
go to rental shop directly. 
 .806  
       
TRAN 
1 
I think that using car sharing 
service tends to be a good deal.  .805  
       
STOR 
1 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is not being 
responsible for parking a car 
myself. 
  .909 
       
STOR 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .888 
       
STOR 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .873 
       
STOR 
4 
I like to use car sharing service 
because I can access a car 
without keeping it. 
  .778 
       
FLEX 
   2 
I think that car sharing service 
makes it easy to obtain 
transportation in many cities. 
   
 
.925 
      
FLEX 
   3 
I think that car sharing service 
is well-connected with public 
transportation such as rail 
station, subway, so I can move 
easily. 
   
 
 
.913 
      
FLEX 
   4 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me more freedom to 
move when I need a car. 
   
 
.905 
      
FLEX 
   1 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me get a car virtually 
everywhere I go. 
   
 
.829 
      
ANTI 
   2 
I think that sharing cars allow 
me to fight back against the 
greed of the oil industry. 
(Reduce oil consumption 
because car sharing services 
provide lots of hybrid or 
electric cars) 
   
  
 
 
.928 
     
ANTI 
   1 
I think that I can refuse to play 
the auto industry’s marketing 
game by sharing cars. 
   
  
.928 
     
SUST 
   2 
I think that using Car sharing 
service is a way to improve 
quality of life because it is 
more eco-friendly. 
   
   
.895 
    
SUST 
   1 
I can contribute to the 
improvement from the 
environmental pollution by 
reducing the driving time when 
I use Car sharing service. 
   
   
.895 
    
SOCI 
   2 
My family or my friends can 
find that I am a trendy person if 
they know I am using car 
sharing service. 
   
    
.842 
   
SOCI 
   1 
Using Car sharing service 
allows me to be part of a group 
like-minded people. 
   
    
.842 
   
MORA 
   2 
I think that using car sharing 
service is a way to protect our 
resources. 
   
     
.922 
  
MORA 
   1 
I think that it is wrong to own a 
car and let it unused much of 
time. 
   
     
.922 
  
EMOT 
   2 
I feel like getting away from 
daily routine life when I use car 
sharing service. 
   
      
.880 
 
EMOT 
   1 
I would feel good when I use 
car sharing service.    
      
.880 
 
TRUS 
   2 
Overall, I trust that the car 
sharing company will provide 
proper action when I face the 
situation such as car accidents 
which are not my responsible 
for. 
   
       
 
.841 
TRUS 
   1 
I would be happy that users of 
car sharing service are truthful.    
       
.841 
COST=Cost Utility, TRAN=Transaction Utility, STOR=Storage Utility, FLEX=Flexibility/ Mobility Utility, 
ANTI=Anti-Industry Utility, SUS=Sustainability Utility, SOCI=Social connectedness Utility, MORA=Moral 
Utility, EMOT=Emotional Utility, TRUS=Trust Utility 
 
Regression analysis was conducted to test the various hypotheses using factor scores. Table 
6 shows the results of multiple regression analysis for the effects of utility on customers’ attitude. 
Overall, the results of the ANOVA indicated that the models were significant at the .01 level with 
F = 16.612 (r-square = .856). Based on these findings, hypotheses 1a, 2a, 2c, 3c are accepted. In 
other words, higher perception on cost, flexibility/ mobility, sustainability and trust utility are 
stronger for customers’ attitude than other utilities.  
 
 
Table 6. The Summary of Effects of Utility on Attitude on B2C Car-sharing Services for Existing Users in Korea 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Cost utility → Attitude (H1a) .245 (2.625**) 
Transaction utility → Attitude (H1b) .160 (1.250) 
Storage utility → Attitude (H1c) .116 (1.018) 
Flexibility/ Mobility utility → Attitude (H2a) .391 (3.686***) 
Anti-Industry utility → Attitude (H2b) .817 (0.817) 
Sustainability utility → Attitude (H2c) -0.207 (-2.057**) 
Social connectedness utility → Attitude (H2d)               -0.101 (-1.034) 
Moral utility → Attitude (H3a) .049 (0.432) 
Emotion utility → Attitude (H3b) -0.047 (-0.452) 
Trust utility → Attitude (H3c) .381 (3.851***) 
*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed). ** Significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed). * Significant at 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
Table 7. The Effects of Attitude on Satisfaction in B2C Car-sharing Services for Existing Users in Korea 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Attitude → Satisfaction (H5) .843 (9.543***) 
*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed). ** Significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed). * Significant at 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
 
This study also examined the effects of attitude on satisfaction by using factor and 
regression analysis and the result is shown in Table 7. Overall, the result of the ANOVA 
pinpointed that the models were significant at the .01 level with F = 91.076 (r-square = .711). 
Based on these findings, hypothesis 5 was accepted.  
 
Table 8. The Effects of Satisfaction on Loyalty in B2C Car-sharing Services for Existing Users in Korea 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Satisfaction → Loyalty (H7) .876 (11.057***) 
*** Significant at 0.01 level (2-tailed). ** Significant at 0.05 level (2-tailed). * Significant at 0.1 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
This study also examined the effects of satisfaction on loyalty by the same method and 
the result is shown in Table 8. Overall, the result of the ANOVA pinpointed that the models were 
significant at the .01 level with F = 122.253 (r-square = .768). Based on these findings, 
hypothesis 7 was accepted.  
With the same analyses, this study was conducted on study for potential users in Korea. 
Table 9 summarized the result of factor analysis for utilities.    
Table 9. Component Matrix: Utility Dimension for B2C car sharing service (Poetential Users in Korea)  
B2C car sharing service potential users in Korea 
Items Components 
Factors Scale Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
COST 
1 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
owning my own car because I 
don’t need to pay a bill such as 
Maintenance fee, Insurance, Oil 
and so on. 
.903   
       
COST 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
rent-a car service. 
.903   
       
TRAN 
1 
I think that using car sharing 
service tends to be a good deal.  .907  
       
TRAN 
2 
I think that car sharing service 
is worth to use.  .898  
       
TRAN 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my time in many different 
ways because I don’t need to 
go to rental shop directly. 
 .856  
       
TRAN 
4 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is easy to access 
everywhere. 
 .730  
       
STOR 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my time because I don’t 
need to look around for parking 
space. 
  .921 
       
STOR 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .896 
       
STOR 
4 
I like to use car sharing service 
because I can access a car 
without keeping it. 
  .893 
       
STOR 
1 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is not being 
responsible for parking a car 
myself. 
  .866 
       
FLEX 
   2 
I think that car sharing service 
makes it easy to obtain 
transportation in many cities. 
   
 
.934 
      
FLEX 
   1 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me get a car virtually 
everywhere I go. 
   
 
.890 
      
FLEX 
   3 
I think that car sharing service 
is well-connected with public 
transportation such as rail 
station, subway, so I can move 
easily. 
   
 
 
.881 
      
FLEX 
   4 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me more freedom to 
move when I need a car. 
   
 
.881 
      
ANTI 
   2 
I think that sharing cars allow 
me to fight back against the 
greed of the oil industry. 
(Reduce oil consumption 
because car sharing services 
provide lots of hybrid or 
electric cars) 
   
  
 
 
.943 
     
ANTI 
   1 
I think that I can refuse to play 
the auto industry’s marketing 
game by sharing cars. 
   
  
.943 
     
SUST 
   2 
I think that using Car sharing 
service is a way to improve 
quality of life because it is 
more eco-friendly. 
   
   
.961 
    
SUST 
   1 
I can contribute to the 
improvement from the 
environmental pollution by 
reducing the driving time when 
I use Car sharing service. 
   
   
 
.961 
    
SOCI 
   1 
Using Car sharing service 
allows me to be part of a group 
like-minded people. 
   
    
.918 
   
SOCI 
   2 
My family or my friends can 
find that I am a trendy person if 
they know I am using car 
sharing service. 
   
    
.918 
   
MORA 
   2 
I think that using car sharing 
service is a way to protect our 
resources. 
   
     
.839 
  
MORA 
   1 
I think that it is wrong to own a 
car and let it unused much of 
time. 
   
     
.839 
  
EMOT 
   2 
I feel like getting away from 
daily routine life when I use car 
sharing service. 
   
      
.964 
 
EMOT 
   1 
I would feel good when I use 
car sharing service.    
      
.964 
 
TRUS 
   2 
Overall, I trust that the car 
sharing company will provide 
proper action when I face the 
situation such as car accidents 
which are not my responsible 
for. 
   
       
 
.868 
TRUS 
   1 
I would be happy that users of 
car sharing service are truthful.    
       
.868 
 COST=Cost Utility, TRAN=Transaction Utility, STOR=Storage Utility, FLEX=Flexibility/ Mobility Utility, 
ANTI=Anti-Industry Utility, SUS=Sustainability Utility, SOCI=Social connectedness Utility, MORA=Moral 
Utility, EMOT=Emotional Utility, TRUS=Trust Utility 
 
Regression analysis was conducted to test the various hypotheses using factor scores. Table 
10 represents the results of multiple regression analysis for the effects of utility on customers’ 
attitude. Overall, the results of the ANOVA indicated that the models were significant at the .01 
level with F = 23.583 (r-square = .761). Based on these findings, hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 2c, 
3b are accepted. In other words, higher perception on cost, transaction, flexibility/ mobility, anti-
industry, sustainability and emotion utility are stronger for customers’ attitude than other utilities.  
 
Table 10. The Summary of Effects of Utility on Attitude on B2C Car-sharing Services for Potential Users in Korea 
 
 
Table 11. The Effects of Attitude on Intention to use in B2C Car-sharing Services for Potential Users in Korea 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Attitude → Intention to use (H6) .705 (9.044***) 
 
This study also examined the effects of attitude on intention to use by using factor and 
regression analysis and the result is shown in Table 11. Overall, the result of the ANOVA 
pinpointed that the models were significant at the .01 level with F = 81.788 (r-square = .496). 
Based on these findings, hypothesis 6 was accepted.  
 
Table 12.The Effects of Intention to use on Expected Satisfaction in B2C Car-sharing Services for Potential Users in Korea 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Intention to use → Expected Satisfaction (H8) .664 (8.051***) 
 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Cost utility → Attitude (H1a) .167 (1.772*) 
Transaction utility → Attitude (H1b) .222 (2.220**) 
Storage utility → Attitude (H1c) -0.036 (-0.465) 
Flexibility/ Mobility utility → Attitude (H2a) .266 (2.948***) 
Anti-Industry utility → Attitude (H2b) -0.160 (-1.724*) 
Sustainability utility → Attitude (H2c) .198 (2.086**) 
Social connectedness utility → Attitude (H2d)               -0.012 (-0.120) 
Moral utility → Attitude (H3a) .025 (0.293) 
Emotion utility → Attitude (H3b) .318 (3.078***) 
Trust utility → Attitude (H3c) .078 (0.795) 
This study also examined the effects of satisfaction on loyalty by the same method and 
the result is shown in Table 12. Overall, the result of the ANOVA pinpointed that the models 
were significant at the .01 level with F = 64.816 (r-square = .441). Based on these findings, 
hypothesis 5 was accepted.  
 
6.2.3. Demographics: B2C(Business to Consumer) Car Sharing Service in Japan . 
 
Of the 70 respondents, 37% were users who already had an experience on B2C car 
sharing service, 63% were non-user who have not been experienced on B2C car sharing 
service.  
Among the 20 respondents from user group, 46% were male and 54% were female. 
According to the ages, 25-39 years old are main respondents; these groups occupied more 
than 80%.   
Table 13. Survey Demographic Variables in Japan  
B2C Car Sharing Service in Japan 
Variable Specification User 
(N=26) 
Non user 
(N=44) 
Gender Male 46.2% 43.2% 
Female 53.8% 56.8% 
Married Married 53.8% 59.1% 
Unmarried 46.2% 40.9% 
Age Under 19 -       2.3% 
20-24 
 
3.8% 
 
2.3% 
 25-29 
 
26.9% 
 
15.9% 
 30-34 
 
34.6% 
 
34.1% 
 35-39 
 
19.2% 20.5% 
 40-44 
 
11.5% 
 
11.4% 
 45-49 
 
- 
 
6.8% 
 50-54 
 
- 6.8% 
 55-59 3.8% - 
Education Under high school Associate - 
 
4.5% 
 A university graduate  65.4% 
 
56.8% 
 Master degree or more 34.6% 
 
43.2% 
 Occupation Student 
 
 11.5% 
 
4.5% 
 Employed 
 
42.3% 
 
27.3% 
 
Public servant  
 
3.8% 
 
11.4% 
 Self-employed 
 
11.5% 
 
15.9% 
 etc. 30.8% 
 
40.9% 
 Income n/c 
 
7.7% 
 
11.4% 
$10,000 or under 
 
  - 
 
   2.3% 
$10,001-$20,000 
 
11.5% 
 
    - 
$20,001-$30,000 
 
11.5% 
 
  11.4% 
$30,001-$40,000 
 
15.4% 
 
  13.6%  
$40,001-$50,000 
 
3.8% 
 
13.6% 
$50,001-$60,000 
 
7.7% 
 
4.5% 
$60,001-$70,000 
 
7.7% 
 
6.8% 
$70,001-$80,000 
 
15.4% 
 
4.5% 
$80,001 or more 
 
19.2% 
 
31.8% 
Region Guandong 61.5% 
 
52.3% 
 Dongbei 
 
3.8% 
 
  - 
 z 
 
3.8% 
 
9.1% 
 j 11.5% 25.0% 
 zg 7.7% 
 
4.5% 
 jiu 3.8% 4.5% 
 be 3.8% - 
 Okinawa 3.8% 4.5% 
 
6.2.4. Research 2: B2C(Business-to-Customer) Car Sharing Service in Japan. 
 
 Research 2 studies the utility factors which can effect on customers attitude in case of 
Japan. That attitude which was affected on the utilities influences customers on satisfaction, 
loyalty from the existing users and intention to use, expected satisfaction from the potential users.  
 Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for each major construct to test reliability for each 
multi-item scale. First of all, for users in Japan, Cronbach’s alpha were 0.73 for cost utility, 0.81 
for transaction utility, 0.90 for storage utility, 0.92 for flexibility/ mobility utility, 0.84 for anti-
industry utility, 0.98 for sustainability utility, 0.76 for social connectedness utility, 0.46 for moral 
utility, 0.80 for emotion utility, and 0.47 for trust utility. Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.86 for 
attitude, 0.98 for satisfaction and 0.93 for loyalty. Secondly, for non-users in Japan, Cronbach’s 
alpha were 0.64 for cost utility, 0.69 for transaction utility, 0.63 for storage utility, 0.80 for 
flexibility/ mobility utility, 0.87 for anti-industry utility, 0.71 for sustainability utility, 0.48 for 
social connectedness utility, 0.59 for moral utility, 0.67 for emotion utility, and 0.32 for trust 
utility. Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.74 for attitude, 0.83 for intention to use and 0.77 for 
expected satisfaction. 
The research applied factor analysis to check up validity of major constructs - the utility 
factors, attitude, satisfaction, loyalty, intention to use and expected satisfaction. The main analysis 
methods are principal components analyses as the extraction method and Varimax rotation methods 
with Kaiser Normalization. The most relevant data emerged and sorted by size.  The results of 
factor analyses demonstrate that successfully represented the major constructs, with Eigen values 
greater than 1.00 which provides. Table 14 summarized the result of factor analysis for utilities.  
Table 14. Component Matrix: Utility Dimension for B2C car sharing service (Existing Users in Japan)  
Items Components 
Factors Scale Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
COST 
1 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
owning my own car because I 
don’t need to pay a bill such as 
Maintenance fee, Insurance, Oil 
and so on. 
.897   
       
COST 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
rent-a car service. 
.897   
       
TRAN 
2 
I think that car sharing service 
is worth to use.  .874  
       
TRAN 
4 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is easy to access 
everywhere. 
 .799  
       
TRAN 
1 
I think that using car sharing 
service tends to be a good deal.  .781  
       
TRAN 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my time in many different 
ways because I don’t need to 
go to rental shop directly. 
 .745  
       
STOR 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .932 
       
STOR 
1 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is not being 
responsible for parking a car 
myself. 
  .894 
       
STOR 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .869 
       
STOR 
4 
I like to use car sharing service 
because I can access a car 
without keeping it. 
  .822 
       
FLEX 
   2 
I think that car sharing service 
makes it easy to obtain 
transportation in many cities. 
   
 
.934 
      
FLEX 
   3 
I think that car sharing service 
is well-connected with public 
transportation such as rail 
station, subway, so I can move 
easily. 
   
 
 
.917 
      
FLEX 
   1 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me get a car virtually 
everywhere I go. 
   
 
.902 
      
FLEX 
   4 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me more freedom to 
move when I need a car. 
   
 
.877 
      
ANTI 
   2 
I think that sharing cars allow 
me to fight back against the 
greed of the oil industry. 
(Reduce oil consumption 
because car sharing services 
provide lots of hybrid or 
electric cars) 
   
  
.928 
     
ANTI 
   1 
I think that I can refuse to play 
the auto industry’s marketing 
game by sharing cars. 
   
  
.928 
     
SUST 
   2 
I think that using Car sharing 
service is a way to improve 
quality of life because it is 
more eco-friendly. 
   
   
.988 
    
SUST 
   1 
I can contribute to the 
improvement from the 
environmental pollution by 
reducing the driving time when 
I use Car sharing service. 
   
   
 
.988 
    
SOCI 
   2 
My family or my friends can 
find that I am a trendy person if 
they know I am using car 
sharing service. 
   
    
.809 
   
SOCI 
   1 
Using Car sharing service 
allows me to be part of a group 
like-minded people. 
   
    
.809 
   
MORA 
   2 
I think that using car sharing 
service is a way to protect our 
resources. 
   
     
.809 
  
MORA 
   1 
I think that it is wrong to own a 
car and let it unused much of 
time. 
   
     
.809 
  
EMOT 
   2 
I feel like getting away from 
daily routine life when I use car 
sharing service. 
   
      
.915 
 
EMOT 
   1 
I would feel good when I use 
car sharing service.    
      
.915 
 
TRUS 
   2 
Overall, I trust that the car 
sharing company will provide 
proper action when I face the 
situation such as car accidents 
which are not my responsible 
for. 
   
       
.810 
TRUS 
   1 
I would be happy that users of 
car sharing service are truthful.    
       
.810 
 COST=Cost Utility, TRAN=Transaction Utility, STOR=Storage Utility, FLEX=Flexibility/ Mobility Utility, ANTI=Anti-
Industry Utility, SUS=Sustainability Utility, SOCI=Social connectedness Utility, MORA=Moral Utility, EMOT=Emotional 
Utility, TRUS=Trust Utility 
 
 
Table 15. The Effects of Attitude on Satisfaction in B2C Car-sharing Services for Existing Users in Japan 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Cost utility → Attitude (H1a) -0.103 (-0.437) 
Transaction utility → Attitude (H1b) .164 (0.485) 
Storage utility → Attitude (H1c) -0.109 (-0.370) 
Flexibility/ Mobility utility → Attitude (H2a) .506 (2.136*) 
Anti-Industry utility → Attitude (H2b) .153 (0.763) 
Sustainability utility → Attitude (H2c) -0.077 (-0.396) 
Social connectedness utility → Attitude (H2d)               -0.024 (-0.118) 
Moral utility → Attitude (H3a) .275 (1.428) 
Emotion utility → Attitude (H3b) -0.118 (-0.699) 
Trust utility → Attitude (H3c) .394 (2.620**) 
 
Regression analysis was conducted to test the various hypotheses using factor scores. Table 
15 shows the results of multiple regression analysis for the effects of utility on customers’ 
attitude. Overall, the results of the ANOVA indicated that the models were significant at the .01 
level with F = 5.928 (r-square = .809). Based on these findings, hypotheses 2a, 3c are accepted. 
In other words, higher perception on flexibility/ mobility and trust utility are stronger for 
customers’ attitude than other utilities.  
 
Table 16. The Effects of Attitude on Satisfaction in B2C Car-sharing Services for Existing Users in Japan 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Attitude → Satisfaction (H5) .751 (5.568***) 
 
This study also examined the effects of attitude on satisfaction by using factor and 
regression analysis and the result is shown in Table 16. Overall, the result of the ANOVA 
pinpointed that the models were significant at the .01 level with F = 31.000 (r-square = .564). 
Based on these findings, hypothesis 5 was accepted.  
 
 
Table 17. The Effects of Satisfaction on Loyalty in B2C Car-sharing Services for Existing Users in Japan 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Satisfaction → Loyalty (H7) .549 (3.218***) 
 
This study also examined the effects of satisfaction on loyalty by the same method and 
the result is shown in Table 17. Overall, the result of the ANOVA pinpointed that the models 
were significant at the .01 level with F = 10.359 (r-square = .301). Based on these findings, 
hypothesis 7 was accepted.  
With the same analyses, this study was conducted on study for potential users in Japan. 
Table 18 summarized the result of factor analysis for utilities. 
 
Table 18. Component Matrix: Utility Dimension for B2C car sharing service (Poetential Users in Japan)  
Items Components 
Factors Scale Items 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
COST 
1 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
owning my own car because I 
don’t need to pay a bill such as 
Maintenance fee, Insurance, Oil 
and so on. 
.858   
       
COST 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money in many 
different ways comparing with 
rent-a car service. 
.858   
       
TRAN 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my time in many different 
ways because I don’t need to 
go to rental shop directly. 
 .802  
       
TRAN 
2 
I think that car sharing service 
is worth to use.   .795  
       
TRAN 
1 
I think that using car sharing 
service tends to be a good deal.  .689  
       
TRAN 
4 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is easy to access 
everywhere. 
 .606  
       
STOR 
3 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .866 
       
STOR 
2 
I believe car sharing service 
save my money because I don’t 
need a parking space. 
  .665 
       
STOR 
1 
I like using car sharing service 
because it is not being 
responsible for parking a car 
myself. 
  .662 
       
STOR 
4 
I like to use car sharing service 
because I can access a car 
without keeping it. 
  .555 
       
FLEX 
   3 
I think that car sharing service 
is well-connected with public 
transportation such as rail 
station, subway, so I can move 
easily.  
   
 
 
.858 
      
FLEX 
   1 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me get a car virtually 
everywhere I go. 
   
 
.827 
      
FLEX 
   2 
I think that car sharing service 
makes it easy to obtain 
transportation in many cities.  
   
 
.813 
      
FLEX 
   4 
I think that car sharing service 
makes me more freedom to 
move when I need a car. 
   
 
.667 
      
ANTI 
   2 
I think that sharing cars allow 
me to fight back against the 
greed of the oil industry. 
(Reduce oil consumption 
because car sharing services 
provide lots of hybrid or 
electric cars) 
   
  
 
 
.942 
     
ANTI 
   1 
I think that I can refuse to play 
the auto industry’s marketing 
game by sharing cars. 
   
  
.942 
     
SUST 
   2 
I think that using Car sharing 
service is a way to improve 
quality of life because it is 
more eco-friendly. 
   
   
.881 
    
SUST 
   1 
I can contribute to the 
improvement from the 
environmental pollution by 
reducing the driving time when 
I use Car sharing service. 
   
   
 
.881 
    
SOCI 
   2 
My family or my friends can 
find that I am a trendy person if 
they know I am using car 
sharing service. 
   
    
.811 
   
SOCI 
   1 
Using Car sharing service 
allows me to be part of a group 
like-minded people. 
   
    
.811 
   
MORA 
   2 
I think that using car sharing 
service is a way to protect our 
resources. 
   
     
.852 
  
MORA 
   1 
I think that it is wrong to own a 
car and let it unused much of 
time. 
   
     
.852 
  
EMOT 
   2 
I feel like getting away from 
daily routine life when I use car 
sharing service. 
   
      
.869 
 
EMOT 
   1 
I would feel good when I use 
car sharing service.    
      
.869 
 
TRUS 
   2 
Overall, I trust that the car 
sharing company will provide 
proper action when I face the 
situation such as car accidents 
which are not my responsible 
for. 
   
       
 
.774 
TRUS 
   1 
I would be happy that users of 
car sharing service are truthful.    
       
.774 
COST=Cost Utility, TRAN=Transaction Utility, STOR=Storage Utility, FLEX=Flexibility/ Mobility Utility, ANTI=Anti-Industry 
Utility, SUS=Sustainability Utility, SOCI=Social connectedness Utility, MORA=Moral Utility, EMOT=Emotional Utility, 
TRUS=Trust Utility 
 
Regression analysis was conducted to test the various hypotheses using factor scores. Table 
19 represents the results of multiple regression analysis for the effects of utility on customers’ 
attitude. Overall, the results of the ANOVA indicated that the models were significant at the .01 
level with F = 23.583 (r-square = .761). Based on these findings, hypotheses 1a, 1b, 2a, 2b, 2c, 
3b are accepted. In other words, higher perception on cost, transaction, flexibility/ mobility, anti-
industry, sustainability and emotion utility are stronger for customers’ attitude than other utilities.  
Table 19. The Summary of Effects of Utility on Attitude on B2C Car-sharing Services for Potential Users in Japan 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Cost utility → Attitude (H1a) .379 (2.204**) 
Transaction utility → Attitude (H1b) .167 (0.969) 
Storage utility → Attitude (H1c) .136 (0.753) 
Flexibility/ Mobility utility → Attitude (H2a) -0.048 (-0.236) 
Anti-Industry utility → Attitude (H2b) .155 (0.959) 
Sustainability utility → Attitude (H2c) -0.051 (-0.285) 
Social connectedness utility → Attitude (H2d)              -0.027 (-0.149) 
Moral utility → Attitude (H3a) .171 (1.027) 
Emotion utility → Attitude (H3b) -0.048 (-0.262) 
Trust utility → Attitude (H3c) .264 (1.668) 
 
 
 
Table 20. The Effects of Attitude on Intention to use in B2C Car-sharing Services for Potential Users in Japan 
 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Attitude → Intention to use (H6) .117 (0.763) 
 
This study also examined the effects of attitude on intention to use by using factor and 
regression analysis and the result is shown in Table 20. Overall, the result of the ANOVA 
pinpointed that the models were not significant at the .01 level with F = .582 (r-square = .014). 
Based on these findings, hypothesis 6 was not accepted.  
 
 
Table 21.The Effects of Intention to use on Expected Satisfaction in B2C Car-sharing Services for Potential Users in Japan 
Variable (Independent → dependent) Standardized Coefficient  
(t-value-Sig) 
Intention to use → Expected Satisfaction (H8) .346 (2.387**) 
 
This study also examined the effects of satisfaction on loyalty by the same method and 
the result is shown in Table 21. Overall, the result of the ANOVA pinpointed that the models 
were significant at the .05 level with F = 5.699 (r-square = .119). Based on these findings, 
hypothesis 8 was accepted.  
Table 22. The Summary of Effects of Utility on Attitude in B2C car sharing in Korea and Japan  
 
      KOREA     JAPAN  
 
 
Types of Utility 
Existing 
Users 
Attitude 
Potential  
Users 
Attitude 
Existing 
Users 
Attitude 
Potential 
Users 
Attitude 
Cost (H1a/ d) accepted accepted not accepted accepted 
Transaction (H1b/ e) not accepted accepted not accepted not accepted 
Storage (H1c/ f) not accepted not accepted not accepted not accepted 
Flexibility/ Mobility (H2a/ e) accepted accepted accepted not accepted 
Anti-Industry (H2b/ f) not accepted accepted not accepted not accepted 
Sustainability (H2c/ g) accepted accepted not accepted not accepted 
Social connectedness(H2d/ h) not accepted not accepted not accepted not accepted 
Moral (H3a/ d) not accepted not accepted not accepted not accepted 
Emotion (H3b/ e) not accepted accepted not accepted not accepted 
Trust (H3c/ f) accepted not accepted accepted not accepted 
            H1 a~c, H2 a~d, H3 a~c : Korea  / H1 d~f, H2 e~h, H3 d~f : Japan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
VII. Conclusion 
 
Summary of the Results  
 
Based on the results of the analyses from the study, some findings turned on. Firstly, existing 
and potential customers have different perceptions on sharing economy, especially in car sharing 
service. Secondly, customers in both countries, Korea and Japan, have different recognitions for 
sharing economy.   
Research 1 conducted the study on B2C (Business to Consumer) car sharing service in Korea. 
Existing and potential customers have different perceptions on sharing economy according to 
Research 1. Existing users in Korea consider cost utility, flexibility/ mobility utility, sustainability 
utility, and trust utility while potential users had a wilder considerations. In this study, potential 
users take into accounts cost utility and transaction utility in economic benefit and flexibility/ 
mobility utility, anti-industry utility, sustainability utility in social benefit. Lastly in epidemic 
benefit, they consider emotion utility, not much trust utility. From the economic benefit, existing 
users are already knew its efficiency of transaction in car sharing service, they seem to pay less 
attention on transaction after usage. On the other hand, because potential users have not been 
experienced in car sharing service, they examine the importance of both cost and transaction at the 
same time. In the case of social benefit, potential customers’ attitude was decided with more utilities 
by the same token. The interesting thing is the results of epidemic benefit. The point of view from 
existing users and non-users has a significant difference. For users who already had an experience in 
car sharing service, trust utility is perceived as an important role to decide making their attitude. 
That means the relationship between existing users and car sharing service companies will be built 
on mutual trust. Furthermore, existing users trust other users in car sharing service. Unlike this result, 
potential users do aware the importance of emotion utility. They think that using a car sharing 
service is one of methods to escape from daily routine life and make them feel good.  
Throughout Research 2, existing and potential customers have different perceptions on 
sharing economy in Japan as well. Users who had an experience in car sharing service consider 
flexibility/ mobility utility and trust utility while non-users only concern with cost utility. Overall, 
potential users in Japan are not interested in using car sharing service from the results.  
By reviewing both Research 1 and Research 2, the study can identify the differences 
between two countries, Korea and Japan. At the hypothesis development level, storage utility may 
be predicted more effect on Japanese customer’s attitude than Korean’s one due to a parking space 
certificate. However, both countries’ customers do not provide value for storage utility.  
Flexibility/ mobility utility in social benefit demonstrated that it’s significant from all the groups 
except non-users in Japan. Customers want to easy to obtain transportation in several areas and 
move to other areas by using car sharing service. Existing users in both countries have same 
consideration: trust utility. That pinpoints for users who already had an experience in car sharing 
service building up trust between the companies and customers is important. Potential users in 
Korea show more interests in car sharing service. The number of utilities is higher than other groups 
from the results. On the contrary, potential users in Japan are relatively indifferent to join car 
sharing services.  
 
Policy Implication 
 
Sharing economy has become more popular and shows the rapid growth in various industries 
these days. Along with this change, government also needs to accept this transit. In case of Seoul, 
the capital city of Korea tried to increase awareness level of sharing economy for citizens by 
providing information in variety methods such as seminars. Even though some local governments 
joined into sharing economy activities, but overall it still retains the status quo in present policy and 
regulation. In this study, a few findings were discovered and it can apply for policy aspect. Both 
existing users and potential users from the study are starting to recognize that sharing economy 
service has significant advantages. In this reason, government should carefully attempt to 
understand positively influence of sharing economy.     
Moreover, unlike B2C car sharing service, P2P (Peer to Peer) car sharing service is not yet in 
operation legally in both countries, Korea and Japan. If comparing with the case of Europe and 
North America, Asia countries have a possibility to accept P2P legally in the future. As known as 
P2P car sharing service, individuals who are willing to rent his or her own car to another person can 
get some profits. Sharing itself is not a big problem, but during the process, if someone can get 
profits, the role of government will be required. What is more, the boundaries among industries are 
ambiguity, government has to consider the appropriate role in this aspect and contemplate loosen 
regulations in sharing economy.  
This study found that trust utility is a significant factor that effect on customer attitude for 
existing users in both countries, Korea and Japan. For sure, building trust between corporations and 
customer is important, but it is not just a problem in this relationship. This meant that government 
needs to adjust prudent role between these procedural deals. Trust, in fact plays a key role to build 
up significant value of the sharing economy.    
This study can try looking at public transportation from a different viewpoint. From the 
analysis, Japanese score relatively low for the utility factors. Especially, non-users who have not 
used car sharing service don’t feel a great interest in car sharing service. Public transportation in 
Japan is highly developed. Railways are a major method in Japan, especially for commuter transport 
in metropolitan areas. The railway services operated by several operators such as private companies, 
regional governments, and companies funded by both private companies and regional governments. 
Due to keen competition, Japan has well-equipped public transportations. These factors can also 
cause reducing the peoples’ attention to car sharing service, because people are easy to access public 
transportation without any concern using other methods. In Korea’s case, public transportation and a 
major method are somewhat similar to Japan’s case – Public transportation in Korea is also 
developed. However, Korea’s railways and subway belong to public companies and there is not 
much competition. And well-equipped public transportation is severely weighted towards 
metropolitans. In case of a short trip just outside of metropolitans, car sharing can be a good 
alternative method instead of using public transportation. Public company - Korail which operates 
railway services in Korea considered this thing and launched car sharing service by using public 
railway infrastructure. On this account, police makers who are related with public transportation can 
apply this in real society.  
 
Managerial Implication 
 
This study was dealt with B2C (Business to Consumer), so it has some implications for the 
managers of the related corporations. For the marketing of B2C car sharing service, this study has 
some directions. There were significantly differences between existing users and potential users in 
B2C car sharing service. Although both existing users and potential users in Korea consider cost 
utility, flexibility/ mobility utility, sustainability utility, but existing users relatively more concern 
on trust utility. In this reason, the marketing for existing users should be required to more 
concentrate on trust. Car sharing service companies can offer appropriate follow-up care for existing 
users after using car sharing service to build up more trust with customers. Even though car sharing 
service has become popular these days, this market has a great potential for growth. According to 
this study, about seven out of ten customers still are potential users of B2C car sharing service in 
both countries, Korea and Japan. Potential users in Korea are more focus on transaction utility, anti-
industry utility and emotion utility. In fact, Korea’s B2C companies are using emotional appeal in 
the advertisements such as the dating of a young couple. It is quite associated with emotion utility, 
so it seems to get the customers’ attraction. In addition to emotion utility, B2C car sharing 
companies can emphasis its efficiency such as transaction utility while it has eco-friendly character 
at the same time for potential users. When potential users approach B2C car sharing market, they are 
consider the economic benefit such as cost utility and transaction utility. Plus more, among two 
utilities, potential users a little more interest in transactions utility, it means that they are more 
concern on car sharing service’s efficiency itself. In Japan’s case, it has a similarity with comparing 
Korea’s one. The existing users in Japan are imbued with trust utility the same as Korea’s existing 
users. That is why B2C car sharing companies need to be placed an emphasis on building trust with 
existing users. Unlike Korea, Japanese potential users pay more attention to cost utility. To tell the 
truth, they only respond to cost utility. From this fact, car sharing service companies can reflect cost 
efficiency of car sharing service. 
At the beginning, car manufacture companies and car rental service companies recognized 
car sharing service companies as a new threats to growth in sales. However, they has been changed 
their mindset gradually. Thus, this study suggests that the managers which are belonging to 
conventional industries can get more thoughts and insights about sharing economy. Some car 
manufacture companies already extended their business in sharing economy. For example, Toyota is 
affiliated with Zipcar which is a car sharing service in North America and invest into car sharing 
service. In Korea, a Hyundai motor also considers applying to join car sharing service in near future. 
In this present situation, the corporation managements which are willing to joint into sharing 
economy can figure out sharing economy through this study.  
Theoretical Implication 
 
These days, there are considerable researches on sharing economy, but only few 
researches are handling customers by using empirical framework. This study dealt with empirical 
framework to research customers’ attitude on sharing economy. Furthermore it coped with the 
intention to use, expected satisfaction for potential users and satisfaction, royalty for existing users.  
Moreover, it is hardly find researches which studied on comparison among countries in 
sharing economy. Through a comparative study of sharing economy of two countries- Korea and 
Japan, this study tried to find out similarity and differences between two countries.   
 
Limitations and Opportunities for Future Research  
 
 Even though present research has several implications in different ways, but it has a few 
limitations as well. The sample size of users and non-users in this study was not sufficient to 
analyze, especially in Japan’s case, the size was smaller than the Korea’s one. That is why the 
results of analysis could be skewed a little bit. In case of the survey, large number of sample 
incurs more accuracy. In this study, it was mainly focus on B2C car sharing service, but there are 
other types of car sharing service in the world. For sure, the boundaries still have been blurred at 
present. Future research needs to be studied on other types of car sharing service by the 
comparative method or other method. What is more, this research tried to find out what kind of 
benefits will affect to customers attitude, but benefits which were consist of the utility factors are 
not fully reflected all possible utilities. When it comes to customer attitude, intention, satisfaction 
and loyalty, there can be other factors which effect on. In this reason, further research should be 
required to find those factors. Sharing economy has quite broad nowadays, and its services are 
also quite variety, but this research was a limited study on car sharing service. Many of industries 
in sharing economy have a similarity and a relationship with another industries, but each industry 
has own unique characteristics. Future research can across the similarity and the difference among 
industries in sharing economy. Lastly, more issues in sharing economy still remain to be explored. 
Thus, future studies can deal with other issues such as environmental aspect, sustainability issue 
and so on.    
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Questionnaire:  
Investigating Utility Factors of Customer Satisfaction for Sharing Economy 
: The Case of Car sharing  
Please take 20 minutes to answer the following questions. Your responses to this survey are strictly 
confidential and will not be revealed to anyone other than researchers. Participation in this survey must be 
voluntary. All data will also be kept anonymously. The intent of this work is academic research purposes 
only. No individual or organization will be identified in any analyses or reports connected to the survey data. 
The researchers welcome any questions or comments concerning this survey or the research project.  
The purpose of this survey is to investigate utility factors of customer satisfaction and loyalty for sharing 
economy, specialized for car sharing business. Your contribution to this survey is very important for the 
future research. Thank you.  
Researcher: Donghae,KO 
e-mail: deep_eastsea@naver.com 
Section I. Questions based on Experience of Sharing Economy 
1. Have you ever heard any services from ‘Sharing Economy’ (i.e., Airbnb, Uber, and Lyft)? 
   ① Yes     ② No 
2. Have you ever used any services from ‘Sharing Economy’? 
① Yes     ② No 
2.1. What kind of sharing economy service have you used? (Please answer who checked Yes in question 
2, Chose one you mainly use.)  
Car sharing (   )   Bike Sharing (   )  Accommodation Sharing (   )  Office Sharing (   )  
Goods Sharing (   ) Knowledge Sharing (   )  Crowd-funding (   )  Others (            ) 
3. Have you ever heard about car sharing services? 
① Yes     ② No 
4. Have you ever used car sharing services? 
① Yes     ② No 
 
 
 
 
 
Section II. Questions based Benefits from Utilities in case of B2C (Business to Consumer) Car Sharing 
B2C Car sharing service is the most popular car sharing service. It firstly started from Europe and 
North America, and then now it becomes popular in Asia. Zip Car is a well-known company which 
provides B2C Car sharing service. Users can reserve a car by online platform like website or mobile 
application whenever users want to use. The fee is based on hourly, so users only pay for time they 
use cars. Once you signed the company’s membership (Users register their driver license and the 
credit card information), the payment proceeds automatically. Comparing with Car rental service, 
users don’t need to go to rental office. Furthermore, you don’t need to pay insurance fee and oil fee as 
well. In Korea’s case, SoCar and Green car are well-known brands, and in Japan’s case, OrixAuto is 
the most popular company.     
 
 
 
                                                            Source: Zip Car website 
 
 
Please answer the following questions. 
 
[1] Economic Benefits 
 
  
1. Cost Utility 
1-1. I believe car sharing service save my money in many different ways comparing with owning my own 
car because I don’t need to pay a bill such as Maintenance fee, Insurance, Oil and so on.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
1-2. I believe car sharing service save my money in many different ways comparing with rent-a car service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. Transaction Utility 
2-1. I think that using car sharing service tends to be a good deal. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2-2. I think that car sharing service is worth to use.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2-3. I believe car sharing service save my time in many different ways because I don’t need to go to rental 
shop directly.  
Strongly Disagree  Somewhat Neutral Somewhat  Agree Strongly  
disagree disagree   agree  agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2-4. I like using car sharing service because it is easy to access everywhere.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3. Storage Utility  
3-1. I like using car sharing service because it is not being responsible for parking a car myself.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3-2. I believe car sharing service save my money because I don’t need a parking space.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
 
 
 
3-3. I believe car sharing service save my time because I don’t need to look around for parking space.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3-4. I like to use car sharing service because I can access a car without keeping it.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
[2] Social Benefit  
 
1. Flexibility/ Mobility Utility  
1-1. I think that car sharing service makes me get a car virtually everywhere I go.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
1-2. I think that car sharing service makes it easy to obtain transportation in many cities.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
1-3. I think that car sharing service is well-connected with public transportation such as rail station, subway, 
so I can move easily.   
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
1-4. I think that car sharing service makes me more freedom to move when I need a car.  
Strongly Disagree  Somewhat Neutral Somewhat  Agree Strongly  
disagree disagree   agree  agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. Anti-Industry Utility 
2-1. I think that I can refuse to play the auto industry’s marketing game by sharing cars.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2-2. I think that sharing cars allow me to fight back against the greed of the oil industry.  
(Reduce oil consumption because car sharing services provide lots of hybrid or electric cars)  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3. Sustainability Utility  
3-1. I can contribute to the improvement from the environmental pollution by reducing the driving time 
when I use Car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
 
3-2. I think that using Car sharing service is a way to improve quality of life because it is more eco-friendly.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
4. Social connectedness Utility 
4-1. Using Car sharing service allows me to be part of a group like-minded people.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
4-2. My family or my friends can find that I am a trendy person if they know I am using car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
[3] Epistemic Benefit  
 
1. Moral Utility 
1-1. I think that it is wrong to own a car and let it unused much of time.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
1-2. I think that using car sharing service is a way to protect our resources.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. Emotion Utility 
2-1. I would feel good when I use car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2-2. I feel like getting away from daily routine life when I use car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3. Trust Utility  
3-1. I would be happy that users of car sharing service are truthful. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3-2. Overall, I trust that the car sharing company will provide proper action when I face the situation such 
as car accidents which are not my responsible for.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
 
Section III. Questions based on Attitude  
 
1. Overall, I have positive attitude on car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. I think that my evaluation on car sharing service is relatively high.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3. I think that it is important using car sharing service because it would enhance quality of life.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 Have you ever used car sharing service?  
①  Yes     ② No 
If you answered ② No (If you have not used B2C car sharing Service, please proceed to the Section IV, 
Section V). 
And if you answered ① Yes (If you have used B2C car sharing Service, please proceed to the Section VI, 
Section VII). 
 
 
Section IV. Questions based on the Intention to Use for Sharing Business 
 
1. I have a plan to use car sharing service in the near future. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 Agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. I would like to use car sharing service.  
  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 Agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3. It is likely that I will use car sharing service rather than using other transportation. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 Agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
4. What is your main purpose of using car sharing service if you use it in the near future?  
Commute (    )  Work-related (    )  Shopping (    )  Traveling (   )  Leisure (     ) 
Pick-up/ Drop-off (    )  Others (     )  
Section V. Questions based on Customer Expected Satisfaction 
1. I think that car sharing service will meet my expectation.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. Overall, I will be satisfied with car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
 
Section VI. If you have used B2C car sharing service previous, Please answer this section.  
1. How many times have you used car sharing service? 
N/A (  )  1-2times a month (  )  1-2times a week (   ) 3-4times a week (  ) 
 
More than 5 times a week (   )  
 
2. What is your main purpose of using car sharing service? 
Commute (    )  Work-related (    )  Shopping (    )  Traveling (   )  Leisure (     ) 
Pick-up/ Drop-off (    )  Others (     )  
Questions based on Customer Satisfaction 
3. I think that car sharing service is exactly what I need.  
Strongly Disagree  Somewhat Neutral Somewhat  Agree Strongly  
disagree disagree   agree  agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
4. I am satisfied with my experience with car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
5. I truly enjoy car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
6. Overall, car sharing service meets my expectation.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
 
 
 
Section VII. Questions based on Customer Loyalty 
1. I think that I am going to use Car sharing service next time when I need it.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
2. I am sure it is the right thing to use Car sharing service.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
3. I had a positive perception on Car sharing service after I use it.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
4. I would like to recommend car sharing service to other people such as my family, friends and neighbors.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
 
 
 
Demographic Questions  
1. Gender : ① Male ② Female 
2. Marital status : ① Married ② Unmarried 
3. Age 
 
4. 
Edu
catio
nal 
back
ground 
① ①  ②  
High school or 
below Bachelor degree 
Master degree or 
higher 
 
5. Occupation 
①  ②  ③ ④ ⑤ 
Student Office worker Civil servant Own a personal business Others 
 
6. Average annual salary 
① ②   ③ ④   ⑤ 
Not applicable $10,000 or less $10,001 - $20,000 $20,001 - $30,000 $30,001 - $40,000 
⑥ ⑦ ⑧ ⑨ ⑩ 
$40,001 - $50,000 $50,001 - $60,000 $60,001 - $70,000 $70,001 - $80,000 $80,001 or more 
 
7. Area of residence 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ 
Seoul Gyeonggi Chungcheong Geongsang Jeonlla 
 ⑥ ⑧    
   Gangwon   Jeju    
 
8. Do you have a car?  
 ① Yes     ② No 
 
9. The perception of cars   
 
9.1. I think that owning my car is important.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ 
Under 19 20~24 25~29 30~34 35~39 40~44 
⑦ ⑧ ⑨ ⑩ ⑪ 
 45~49    50~54    55~59    60~64    Greater than 65 
 
9.2. Overall, Car is simply one of the transportation methods. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
9.3. I think that car is a means of expressing my social image. 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
9.4. I think that car is a means of expressing my social status.  
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree  Somewhat 
disagree  
Neutral Somewhat  
 agree 
Agree Strongly  
 agree 
   1    2    3    4     5    6    7 
 
10. How often do you drive your own car?  
   N/A (  )  1-2times a month (  )  1-2times a week (   ) 3-4times a week (  ) 
 
   More than 5 times a week (   )  
 
 
 
11. How often do you use public transportation? 
 
N/A (  )  1-2times a month (  )  1-2times a week (   ) 3-4times a week (  ) 
 
   More than 5 times a week (   )  
 
12. How often do you take a taxi? 
 
N/A (  )  1-2times a month (  )  1-2times a week (   ) 3-4times a week (  ) 
 
  More than 5 times a week (   )  
 
13. How often do you use rent-a car? 
 
N/A (  )  1-2times a month (  )  1-2times a week (   ) 3-4times a week (  ) 
 
  More than 5 times a week (   )  
 
 
THANKS A LOT! 
